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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 119(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement submitted on 12/15/2005 been considered 
by the Examiner and made of record in the application file. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to because of failed to label each feature 
descriptively. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 6-11, 15-16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in improper 
form because a multiple dependent claim cannot depend from any other multiple 
dependent claim. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the claims have not been 
further treated on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 1-5, 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nokes (EP 1043874) in view of Popper et al. (US PGPub 2002/0176524). 

Consider claim 1, Nokes clearly discloses a digital receiver arrangement 
(paragraph 0008, figure 4) comprising a tuner/demodulator circuit (tuner 34) and 
analogue-to-digital converting means (ADC 36), means (paragraph 0015) for 
determining if an interference impulse is present in a received signal. 

However, Nokes fails to disclose means for storing an impulse wavelet 
representation means for introducing the stored representation of the impulse wavelet to 
the detected received impulse so as to counteract the effect thereof within the received 
signal. 

In the same field of endeavor, Popper et al. clearly disclose a noise reduction 
digital receiver comprising means (Abstract, paragraph 0083, figure 5, storage 200) for 
storing an impulse wavelet representation, means (paragraph 0080, figure 5, subtractor 
21 ) for introducing the stored representation of the impulse wavelet to the detected 
received impulse so as to counteract the effect thereof within the received signal. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the selection technique taught by 
Popper et al. into the art of Nokes as to provide an alternative way to efficiently remove 
impulsive noise in a received digital signal. 

Consider claim 2 as applied to claim 1, Nokes as modified by Popper et al. 
clearly discloses wherein the means for determining if an impulse arises comprises 
comparison means for comparing the stored impulse wavelet with a wavelet arising in 
the received signal (paragraph 0015, Nokes clearly discloses comparing the received 
signal with thresholds as to determine if an impulse noise presents, after as being 
modified by Popper et al. said thresholds could be replaced by the stored impulse noise 
samples, and a comparing means would be carried out to comparing the received 
wavelet signal with said stored impulse noise samples as to determine if an impulse 
noise presents (i.e. an impulse noise presents when the received wavelet signal 
matches the stored impulse noise samples), and subtract the stored impulse noise 
sample from the received wavelet signal as to remove the received impulse noise, 
therefore it would have been obvious to a ordinary skilled person in the art to include the 
comparing means as to efficiently remove impulse noises). 

Consider claim 3 as applied to claim 2, Nokes as modified by Popper et al. fails 
to disclose wherein the comparison means comprises a cross-correlator. However, 
official notice is taken, the property of a cross-correlator is well known in the art as to 
compare two or more signal samples, therefore it would have been obvious to a 
ordinary skilled person in the art to include a cross-correlator to compare the received 



Application/Control Number: 10/518,259 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2618 

wavelet signal with the stored impulse noise sample as to determine accurately if an 
impulse noise presents. 

Consider claim 4 as applied to claim 2, Nokes as modified by Popper et al. 
clearly discloses wherein the comparison means includes optimal filtering means 
(paragraph 0015, comparing the received wavelet signal with the stored impulse noise 
samples and output a decision could be considered as an optimal filtering means). 

Consider claim 5 as applied to any one of claims 1-4, Nokes as modified by 
Popper et al. fails to disclose wherein the means for introducing the stored 
representation to the received signal includes subtractor means for subtracting the 
stored wavelet representation from the incoming impulse wavelet. 

In the same field of endeavor, Popper et al. clearly disclose wherein the means 
for introducing the stored representation to the received signal includes subtractor 
means for subtracting the stored wavelet representation from the incoming impulse 
wavelet (paragraph 0080, figure 5, subtractor 21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the selection technique taught by 
Popper et al. into the art of Nokes as modified by Popper et al. as to include subtraction 
means to efficiently remove impulsive noise in a received digital signal. 

Consider claim 12, Nokes clearly discloses a method of receiving a digital signal 
including the steps of demodulating the signal (figure 4, tuner 34), and conducting an 
analogue-to-digital conversion of the signal (figure 4, ADC 36), determining if an 
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impulse interference event is found within an incoming signal (paragraph 0015, figure 4, 
impulse processor 38). 

However, Nokes fails to disclose steps of storing an impulse wavelet 
representation, and introducing the said stored wavelet representation to the received 
impulse interference event so as to counteract the effect thereof. 

In the same field of endeavor, Popper et al. clearly disclose a noise reduction 
digital receiver with a processing method comprising steps of storing an impulse 
wavelet representation (Abstract, paragraph 0083, figure 5, storage 200), and 
introducing the said stored wavelet representation to the received impulse interference 
event so as to counteract the effect thereof (paragraph 0080, figure 5, subtractor 21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the selection technique taught by 
Popper et al. into the art of Nokes as to provide an alternative way to efficiently remove 
impulsive noise in a received digital signal. 

Consider claim 13 as applied to claim 12, Nokes as modified by Popper et al. 
clearly discloses wherein the said step of determining includes comparing the stored 
wavelet representation with a wavelet within the received signal (paragraph 0015, 
Nokes clearly discloses comparing the received signal with thresholds as to determine if 
an impulse noise presents, after as being modified by Popper et al. said thresholds 
could be replaced by the stored impulse noise samples, and a comparing means would 
be carried out to comparing the received wavelet signal with said stored impulse noise 
samples as to determine if an impulse noise presents (i.e. an impulse noise presents 
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when the received wavelet signal matches the stored impulse noise samples), and 
subtract the stored impulse noise sample from the received wavelet signal as to remove 
the received impulse noise, therefore it would have been obvious to a ordinary skilled 
person in the art to include the comparing means as to efficiently remove impulse 
noises). 

Consider claim 14 as applied to claim 12 or 13, Nokes as modified by Popper 
et al. fails to disclose the step of subtracting the stored wavelet representation from the 
received impulse interference event. 

In the same field of endeavor, Popper et al. clearly disclose the step of 
subtracting the stored wavelet representation from the received impulse interference 
event (paragraph 0080, figure 5, subtractor 21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the selection technique taught by 
Popper et al. into the art of Nokes as modified by Popper et al. as to include subtraction 
means to efficiently remove impulsive noise in a received digital signal. 

! • 

Conclusion 

Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571 ) 273-8300 or mailed 

to: Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
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401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RuiMeng Hu whose telephone number is 571-270-1 105. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m., 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edan Orgad can be reached on 571-272-7884. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571 -273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

RuiMeng Hu 



R.H./rh 

January 23, 2007 



EDAN ORGAD 
PRIMARY PATENT EXAMINER 




